The overall aim of this article is to develop conceptual tools and practical guidelines for evaluating the effects of public policy and program on civil society and democracy, and to analyze three broad ways of taking evaluation to the people. The terms "civil society" and "democracy" are ambiguous, referring to different notions in various discourses. The article demonstrates how different notions (ideal-types) of civil society and democracy can be useful in assessing the effects of public policies and programs. Finally, three broad approaches to evaluation are analyzed as tools for taking evaluation to the people. I argue that, in light of the legitimacy crisis, the "mediating evaluation approach" is the most promising approach today. However, the role of the evaluator and the notion of both civil society and democracy differ among the three approaches.
INTRODUCTION
This article is premised on the assumption that public programs and policies have implications for civil society and democracy and that these implications are rarely addressed in evaluations. If evaluators are to address these implications, they need to recognize that there are different notions of civil society and of democracy and, therefore, different perspectives on how to conceptualize and assess the implications of policies and programs. A program for local sustainable growth or juvenile delinquency, for example, could be built on public participation and responsibility and possibly have implications for participatory democracy and a mediating civil society. In contrast, a program stimulating variety and individual choices in social services would most likely promote a libertarian civil society. It is not crucial whether or not such effects on civil society and democracy are intended. Intended or not, policies and programs can influence people's conception of, and the reality of, the type of civil society and democracy that we have. Accordingly, I argue, evaluators should attempt to assess these normative implications, which means that there is a need to look into how this can be done.
Another point highlighted in this article is that to arrive at a better understanding of the meaning of evaluation in society we need to discuss what is meant by "evaluation for democracy." There are several ways in which evaluation for democracy could be built. "Taking evaluation to the people," which was the theme for the 4th European Evaluation Society Conference in 2000, is another way of addressing this theme. "Taking evaluation to the people" includes implications not only for democracy, but for civil society as well. Given the recurrence of these themes, it seems likely that most evaluators already believe that they are "taking evaluation to the people" and that they are part of the greater project of implementing "evaluation for democracy." However, it also seems likely that different evaluators are thinking about different kinds of democracy and civil society. Any shared belief that evaluators as a whole are conducting evaluation for democracy and are taking evaluation to the people fades away, if people use these terms to refer to different things.
In addition, because evaluation is used as a democratic tool, it could be part of current problems in democracies. At present, policymakers and evaluators are affected by the legitimacy crisis in modern states and cannot routinely count on existing "legitimacy capital" to guarantee support for public policy making (or program development; see, e.g., Dryzek 2000; Farazmand, 1999; Hanberger, 1997; Forester, 1985a Forester, , 1985b Kemp, 1985) . On the contrary, policymakers frequently need to take steps to legitimatize the current policy or program. External evaluations are sometimes used for that purpose (Hanberger, 2001a) . Of course, whether an evaluation actually helps to legitimatize a policy or program is an empirical question. When evaluation has this effect, it simultaneously implies strengthening one or another notion of democracy. Policy and program evaluations can maintain, alleviate, or help resolve legitimacy problems. Regardless of the effect, some notion of democracy, or direction of democratization, is enhanced.
The relationship between evaluation and democracy can also be discussed in terms of its effects on evaluation practice. Ideally, evaluations should provide accounts and knowledge to improve democratic dialogue and decision making. However, experience in evaluation practice suggests that the political environment frequently prevents this. Hidden agendas and misuse of evaluations indicate that democracy is not working in line with the workbook of representative democracy. Therefore, there is a need to take into consideration the broad societal context (of democracy and civil society) in which evaluation is being carried out. In short, how "democracy" and "civil society" are conceptualized is essential for several reasons.
The aim of this article, then, is to develop conceptual tools for evaluating the effects of public policies and programs on civil society and democracy and to analyze three broad ways of "taking evaluation to the people." In addition, key implications for evaluation practice will be examined. Accordingly, in the following sections of the article, the different meanings of "civil society" and "democracy" are discussed. I also demonstrate how these notions may be used to assess current public policies and programs. Finally, the article examines how different evaluation approaches may attempt to "take evaluation to the people."
CIVIL SOCIETY
There is much confusion about the meaning of "civil society." Indeed, the term is frequently used without making clear exactly what is meant. Early notions of "civil society" encompassed the public domain, including the state, the market, and the church, but not the private domain.
1
According to the liberal understanding, propounded for example by Alexis de Tocqueville, civil society is a partly dependent and partly independent sphere located between the state and the private domain (Pateman, 1997; Taylor, 1997) . The liberal understanding of civil society has been championed more recently by Robert Putnam (1993) , who uses the term "civic community" to refer to a community of political equality, solidarity, trust and tolerance. In contrast, (neo-)Marxists used the term "civil society" to refer to a non-political sphere located between economy and the state. That is, (neo-)Marxists use the term for a somewhat narrow sphere that first and foremost includes the family and work (Ehrenberg, 1999; Pelczyniski, 1984) .
2
Benjamin Barber (1999) offers a framework intended to clarify conceptually the alternative meanings of "civil society." He distinguishes among three prevailing notions of civil society: the libertarian, the communitarian, and the strong democratic model. I will refer to the latter as the mediating notion (model) of civil society. However, I believe there is a need to add a fourth, feminist notion. Feminists, in contrast to other writers, include a private-household sphere within civil society (Bacchi, 1991; Frazer & Lacey, 1993; MacKelly & Simms, 2000) . Each of these four notions of civil society will be described momentarily.
I suggest that policy and program evaluators should take account of these four understandings of civil society. Each notion embodies a particular conception of a one-, two-, or three-celled model of society as a whole. They also differ with regard to the characteristics of civil society and what is and is not included in the civil sphere, as well as in the preferred size of the state and market.
The Libertarian Model of Civil Society
According to the libertarian notion, civil society is synonymous with the private market sector. Society as a whole is perceived in terms of a two-celled model, that is, comprising (1) the state and (2) the civil or private domain. The private sector is defined in terms of liberty, and everything outside the state sector belongs to this sphere: individuals, firms, civil associations, formal organizations, and so forth The voluntary and self-organizing aspects of this notion of civil society can also be understood in terms of the classic sociological concept of "Gesellshaft"-built institutions, 3 where the private and state sectors are assumed to confront each other in a zero-sum game. A strong private sector is thought to be possible only in combination with a weak state sector and vice versa. Citizens are viewed as clients, voters as customers, and the democratic citizen is more or less thought of as a consumer. In this notion of civil society, individuals are presumed to act as "economic animals" maximizing their own interests. Social relations, both within this notion of civil society and between the private and state sector, are viewed in terms of contract relations. These relations are seen as thin, lacking strong commitment or responsibility.
Privatization of public services and institutional changes in support of market mechanisms will strengthen a libertarian notion of civil society. Firms and business organizations can be expected to have this notion of civil society in mind when they put pressure and demands on public policy. A public policy or program may, directly or indirectly, aim to strengthen the market forces and this notion of civil society.
The Communitarian Model of Civil Society
According to the communitarian perspective, civil society is synonymous with community. Communitarians point out that most human relations and associations are given, rather than chosen or voluntary. For example, individuals are born as male or female, Basque or Indian. From the communitarian perspective, civil society is the sphere in which the meaning of life and identity are created. This notion of the civil sphere is quite different from that of the libertarian. For while communitarians also endorse a two-celled conception of society as a whole, they strive to keep the state influence and intervention apart for different reasons than do the libertarians. Liberty and freedom do not constitute communitarians' core values. On the contrary, communitarians fear the value-neutral state primarily because it provides no guiding values to the people. Creating meaning, identity, and commitment is fundamental to any society. Consequently, according to this notion of civil society, the community or the civil sphere needs to be strengthened.
These who hold the communitarian notion of civil society are concerned that identities have been partly eroded by the modernization and secularization of modern, multicultural societies. This can be understood in terms of Ferdinand Tönnies' notion of a (gone) "Gemeinschaft." Today, many proponents of strengthening civil society in this direction can be found in rural areas, small municipalities, and villages where local hierarchies, rigid rules, and a collective identity exist. The communitarian idea of civil society is also espoused by ethnic groups and cultural movements, such as Bosnian Serbs, Basques, and supporters of European rightists such as Jean-Marie Le Pen and Jörg Haider.
The Mediating Model of Civil Society
According to the mediating notion, civil society is understood as a domain of civic polity where citizens and free associations interact. This civil sphere is perceived as partly integrated in the state and the economy. Barber (1999) refers to a "strong democratic" or mediating third domain between government and market. According to this perspective, civil society can be defined as "civic communities that qualify as membership communities but are sufficiently open and egalitarian to permit civic participation on a voluntary basis" (Barber, 1999, p. 20) . Citizens are thought of as neighbors, collaborators, and individuals prepared to take responsibility, not only for their personal affairs, but also for the common good as well.
A mediating civil society needs a vital "democratic sphere" partly outside and partly inside the formal democratic institutions. This notion of civil society involves a three-celled model of society as a whole, where society as a whole consists of (1) the state, (2) the private market, and (3) the civil domain (or "civic sector"). Civil society "is not an alternative to democratic government but the free space in which democratic attitudes are cultivated and democratic behavior is conditioned. It is not a synonym for the private market but an antidote to commercial selfishness and market incivility" (Barber, 1999, p. 9 ). Barber's (1999) and indeed Putnam's (1993) concept of civil society has its roots in American society. A strong civic community is a seen as a precondition for a vital democracy (Putnam, 1993) . Another, related way of thinking of civil society in terms of strong democracy is found in the work of Jürgen Habermas (1996) .
A Feminist Model of Civil Society
Feminist writers have identified a veiled male bias embedded in most conceptualizations of civil society (Bacchi, 1999; MacKelly & Simms, 2000; Pateman, 1997) . Some feminists have elaborated a critique of this disguised male bias and have discussed possible characteristics of a feminist civil society. Although there are several feminist notions of civil society, in this article a common characteristic of feminism, that is, the notion that the private sphere is part of the civil sphere, is used to extract one feminist ideal-type.
For feminists, a desirable (civil) society is one in which gender inequalities are abandoned and democracy flourishes. (In addition, according to MacKelly & Simms, 2000, a feminist civil society would promote peace and the non-violent traditions of Jesus; de Toqueville; Gandhi; Martin Luther King, Jr.; and Archbishop Tutu). In the feminist notions of civil society, the household or family (without reference to any idealized type of family) is included in the civil sphere. Contrary to other notions of civil society, this domain is viewed as a political and non-private domain. Some feminists argue that there simply is no private sphere in 20th century liberal states (Frazer & Lacey, 1993) . In the feminist notion, the private domain (household and family) needs to be considered part of civil society and also subject to democratic consideration. However, this perspective does not make a clear distinction between the civil sphere and the public or political sphere. Table 1 summarizes the main characteristics of the four notions of civil society. As indicated in that table and the preceding text, each notion shares some characteristics with the others, but on the whole they are different. This implies that evaluators must be aware of all the elements constituting a model and that an actual policy (program) might have implications for mixed models. How can these conceptual tools improve evaluation practice?
Assessing the Implications of a Public Policy or Program for Civil Society
The various notions of civil society suggest different evaluation criteria. Table 2 illustrates the criteria that can be extracted from each notion of civil society. The implications for civil society can also be understood as effects on political or philosophical values (higher-order values).
If a policy (or program) has positive implications for a libertarian civil society, the evaluator should look for benefits for consumers/firms and how market relations are promoted. Does the policy (or program) strengthen competition among firms and the market forces, and does it facilitate public and individual choices? On a political or philosophical level, does the policy (or program) promote "liberty," "self-reliance," and a society in which "economic man" and "Gesellschaft-relations" are viewed as ideals? In contrast, when members and the entire community/group benefit from the program/policy, when collaboration within the community/group increases, and when the community becomes empowered, a policy (or program) indicates beneficial effects for a communitarian civil society. Searching for positive effects on a mediating civil society would direct the attention to benefits for target groups and citizens, that is, those for whom the policy (or program) are intended. This notion of civil society would also lead to attention to how ordinary citizens and voluntary organizations are involved and affected. In a mediating civil society, citizens and voluntary organizations are expected to be actively engaged and take responsibility.
To find out if a program has effects on a feminist civil society, evaluation should account for the benefit for all household members. When the needs for (all types of) households are met, and when social or gender inequalities are reduced, the policy (or program) could be interpreted as strengthening a feminist civil society. Beyond these apparent effects, there are political/philosophical values being promoted, such as liberty, self-determination, and equality. (These higher-order values are listed for each notion of civil society in Table 2 .)
A Brief Example
A program for home-based rehabilitation of stroke patients shall serve as an example of how these conceptual tools and evaluation criteria can be used in practice. This program was developed as a response when hospital treatment of stroke patients was shortened. Different post-hospital rehabilitation schemes were used, but there were some indications and expec- • Self-reliance • More individual choices
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tations that "home rehabilitation," that is, rehabilitation in the patients' own residence, could shorten and improve recovery. The rehabilitation team was expected to provide assistance to relatives, and the program also counted on current social aid schemes. An evaluation was commissioned to follow the project. The evaluator identified consequences for the family and civil society. From the previous analysis, a combination of a mediating and a feminist notion of civil society appear to be the best concepts for interpreting the effect on civil society in this case. The program was built on a rehabilitation team working for the county council and municipality elderly care. Thus, the program was publicly funded and delivered. As indicated, the program affected the family and household. However, to become successful, the rehabilitation team had to cooperate with the family/household. To some extent, patients' spouses became part of the rehabilitation team, and their engagement and assistance turned out to be of importance for a successful result. In the program goals, nothing was said about such engagement. Instead, relatives were viewed as potential aid recipients. However, the evaluation showed that in most cases all parties positively perceived the family engagement. Regarding the assessment of effects on civil society, the families/ relatives felt that they benefited from the collaboration with public health service professionals. Trust and responsibility was built into the collaboration. If the family or household had been excluded from the notion of civil society, the effects drawn attention to here would instead be veiled in the "private" domain.
NOTIONS OF DEMOCRACY
As was pointed out at the beginning of this article, public policies and programs have implications for democracy as well as for civil society. Broadly speaking, the evaluator should be prepared to identify the effects of a policy or program on changing and new realizations of democracy. However, referring to "democracy" in general does not illuminate such differences. On the contrary, it blurs how a democratic regime works and changes and also obscures the kind of democratization a public policy (program) is serving to promote.
The argument for dealing with different notions of democracy is basically the same as for civil society. That is, doing so can improve the assessment of democratic effects of public policies and programs, enhance the understanding of democracy, and clarify what is meant by "evaluation for democracy." Real regimes may consist of elements from different notions of democracy, but in assessing the direction democracy is moving, the notions should initially be kept apart.
Before turning to the different notions of democracy, it is useful to examine the different dimensions on which the degree of democracy can increase. According to John Dryzek (1996, p. 5) , democratization can mean increasing either franchise (by lowering the qualifications for voting), scope (by expanding the domains of democratic control), or authenticity (by increasing substantive and informed democratic control). None of these dimensions should, according to Dryzek, be sacrificed for the sake of another; all notions of democracy depend on the existence of a number of participants in a political setting, a domain for democratic control, and a degree of authenticity. In the context of public policy and program evaluation, franchise is fixed and in most cases the scope is not likely to vary either. However, "democratic policy," with the aim of improving current democracy, implies broadening the scope. Accordingly, authenticity and scope could be discussed in the context of policy and program evaluation. Therefore, the following discussion is limited to scope and authenticity, but without referring to these terms explicitly.
Turning back to the alternative notions of democracy, several theories of democracy have been discussed in the literature (e.g., Benhabib, 1996; Dryzek, 1990 Dryzek, , 1996 Dryzek & Torgerson, 1993; Elster, 1998; Fischer, 1993; Habermas, 1996; Held, 1989; Kelly, 2000; Pateman, 1970; Schumpeter, 1942) . In this article, I focus on three salient notions of democracy which reflect key differences in contemporary discourse and which can inform the discussion on democracy and evaluation.
The Elitist/Representative Notion of Democracy
According to the theory of elitist democracy, political elites compete for power in open societies (Schumpeter, 1948) . This theory, sometimes referred to as the liberal or Lockean view (Habermas, 1996) , assumes that citizens can control their government by choosing among competing elites. Ordinary citizens are encouraged to participate every 3 or 4 years in elections. Citizens are not given a direct role in the policy process, and democratization implies improving the elites' representation of the people. In other words, the core idea here is that of representative democracy. This notion of democracy is implicit in the expertoriented or technocratic policy discourse and practice.
The Participatory Notion of Democracy
The participatory concept of democracy assumes that people's participation is the most important quality of a democracy. According to this view, the power of the people is exercised when they participate. Accordingly, apathy and non-participation are seen as the major threats to democracy. Moreover, participation is assumed to foster democratic citizens. Participation is presumed to help create identity, to encourage a desire to participate further in common affairs, to develop responsibility, and so on. According to this view, it is only through participation that the idea of democracy can be realized (Pateman, 1970) .
According to Habermas (1996) , citizens' participation in will-formation serves to constitute society as a democratic community. In contrast to an elitist democracy, participation between elections is assumed to vitalize democracy. Various notions of participatory democracy exist, but it is not the purpose of this article to describe them all. Here, (constrained) participatory democracy primarily refers to a democracy that encourages more participation than the elitist, but less than the discourse notion and without any qualitative requirements linked to the participation (cf., Dryzek & Torgerson, 1993) . Applied to the context of public policy, citizens are encouraged to participate in the policy process before a policy is decided or launched, and thus primarily in the planning process (Renn, Webler, Rakel, Dienel, & Johnson, 1993) .
The Discursive Notion of Democracy
The discourse theory of democracy likewise is concerned with participation. However, this theory goes one step further in its participatory requirements. According to this view, the idea of democracy can only be realized through discussions among free and equal citizens. This type of democracy, sometimes called "deliberative democracy" (Dryzek, 2000; Elster, 1998) , is not an aggregation of opinion of the will of the majority. It is a democracy founded on a common commitment to a mode of reasoning on matters of public policy. The discourse is open to those affected by collective decisions and/or their representatives (Dryzek, 1990 (Dryzek, , 2000 Elster, 1998; Habermas, 1996; House & Howe, 1999) . It is a mode of decision making by "means of arguments offered by and to participants who are committed to the values of rationality and impartiality" (Elster, 1998, p. 8) . This notion of democracy actually consists of a two subcategories, the liberal consitutionalist and the discursive (Dryzek, 2000) . All notions of deliberative democracy do not presume discursive processes, nor are discursive processes critical to established power structures and institutions. Therefore, a distinction between the liberal and critical theorists' notion of deliberative democracy is helpful. John Dryzek (2000) suggests that the former should be referred to as the "liberal constitutionalist" strand, and the more critical and discursive strand should be called "discursive democracy." According to Ernest House and Kenneth Howe (1999) , evaluations can be designed in support of deliberative democracy. These authors argue that such evaluations need to meet three requirements: they must be inclusive, include all major stakeholders' views; dialogical, allowing for extensive dialogue; and deliberative, allowing sufficient deliberation for valid conclusions to be reached (pp. 98 -103). (For a critical discussion on "deliberative democratic evaluation," based on House and Howe's framework, see Ryan and DeStefano, 2000.) Most theorists associate discursive democracy with some kind of a decentralized society and participation of ordinary citizens. Democratization, by this view, implies (re)creating meeting places where communication without domination can take place. Accordingly, democracy is not primarily realized in elections, but rather in situations in which policy makers and citizens have access to basic information and are given enough time and trust to participate in practical reasoning to resolve social problems. "Discourse theory works instead with the higher-level intersubjectivity of communication processes that flow through both the parliamentary bodies and the informal networks of the public sphere. Within and outside the parliamentary complex, these subjectless forms of communication constitute arenas in which a more or less rational opinion-and will-formation can take place" (Habermas, 1996, p. 28) .
Jürgen Habermas (1996) elaborates his notion of discourse democracy at a high level of abstraction, which makes it a valid model (ideal-type) for comparing various discourse-like situations or realizations. Contrary to the elitist-democratic type, this perspective opens up to a great number of institutional settings. However, this also makes it more ambiguous. Is an actual meeting place or discourse sufficiently free, deliberative, rational, and impartial to satisfy this notion of democracy? As another complexity, feminist notions of democracy consider inclusion (of women in particular), attitudes, and solidarity as perhaps more important than "rules of discourse" for judging whether deliberation takes place (Dean, 1997; MacKelly & Simms, 2000 ; also see Iris Marion Young, 2000, whose feminist notion of democracy integrates a deliberative notion of democracy with the Deweyian understanding of democracy as a form of social inquiry).
Main Characteristics of the Three Notions of Democracy
The three notions of democracy differ whether democracy is made for, by, or with the people (Table 3 ). All notions prescribe some amount of public participation. According to elitist democracy, however, citizens are only encouraged to influence the general direction of public policies and programs by choosing between political package deals in elections. In contrast, participatory and discourse theories suggest that citizens need to participate more often and in different ways for a regime to be called democratic (Deleon, 1997; Dryzek, 1996 Dryzek, , 2000 Fischer, 1993; Healey, 1993; House & Howe, 1999; Khakee, 1999; Premfors, Sandqvist, & Sanne, 1994) . Besides elections, participatory democracy endorses such means of participation as referenda, and discourse democracy endorses these plus new meeting places (forums) for public debate.
In the context of a public policy or program, citizens are expected to act as consumers or recipients of public services or as active citizens. As indicated in Table 3 , only the consumer role matches elite democracy, whereas in the participatory and discourse notions active citizens have a role in policymaking (and program development) and implementation. I will not expand on these implications more, except to point out that an exclusively elitist concept of democracy perceives all participation, except during elections, as promoting a stakeholder interest, which implies deteriorating democracy.
Assessing Implications of Public Policy for Democracy
From these three notions of democracy, a number of evaluation criteria can be drawn, as summarized in Table 4 . If a policy (or program) is made and designed for the people, by the mandated elite, and implemented by civil servants, and if citizens are excluded from the policy (or program) process and are treated as consumers of public services, then the policy (or program) supports an elitist democracy. On the other hand, when citizens are included and encouraged to participate in a policy making (or program development) process, when their needs/demands are mapped in several of ways (e.g., through focus groups, questionnaires, or hearings), and when citizens are viewed and treated as active recipients of services and goods, then a participatory democracy is being strengthened. Finally, if citizens are yet more intimately involved, it may be assumed that a discourse democracy is being promoted by the policy (or program). This policy discourse views citizens as active, competent, reflective, and responsible individuals. Moreover, citizens are looked on as collaborators in practical reasoning in the context of planning and implementation. They are expected to contribute practical knowledge in the searching for practical, legitimate solutions to meeting public needs with scarce resources. This notion of democracy also encourages citizens to assess and adjust public services and institutions and, thus, to participate in the policy learning process. 
By the people
An Example of Assessing Democratic Implications
An example may help illustrate how these notions of democracy and criteria can be used to improve the assessment of the democratic effects of a specific program. At the end of the 1990s, the main public health and medical service organizations in Sweden jointly worked out a program for developing a new medical information system. The purpose of the project was first and foremost to develop and provide multimedia information on diseases and treatments to ordinary citizens. The information system was planned as a complement to information provided by physicians and was intended to be an authoritative source of information on health and medical issues in a knowledge society. The overall goal was to empower citizens and to enhance an effective use of resources.
The key parties involved in this program were a group of civil servants who were in charge of developing medical information for citizens, some computer company staff, and top politicians. There were also a few actors who questioned the program's aim and direction. An advisory group, with advocates for patients and relatives, was shut down when the program was implemented.
An external evaluation revealed an unofficial agenda (Hanberger, 1999 (Hanberger, , 2001a , indicating that the empowerment goal was mainly used rhetorically, as a means to muddle through the project. Likewise, the evaluator concluded that the experimental design was used as a smoke screen. Thus, in the rhetoric and marketing of the information system, "empowerment" and "citizens' needs" were frequently used buzzwords, while it appeared that the real, unofficial agenda was to develop and institutionalize a multimedia information system. This was indicated by the simultaneous use of a consultant, commissioned to "find a permanent solution" for the information system. However, in a few local projects the information produced by the system was adjusted to the needs of the ordinary citizen. Such adjustments were especially high in one collaborative project because of the inclusion of a citizen representative.
The entire project turned out to be fairly successful if assessed with respect to the hidden • Citizens participate in focus groups, hearings, etc.
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• Free-speech conditions agenda. Those responsible for the project succeeded in finding a permanent solution for the developmental project. A publicly owned company was created. However, if assessed in relation to the official goals, the program was not successful. Primarily, this program contributed to a technocratic elite democracy, or perhaps a distorted version of it, indicated by the way the elite was steering the project all the way through the process, without adjusting it to the needs of ordinary citizens. Citizens were viewed and treated as consumers of information, and with few exceptions they were excluded from the program work. In the one local project in which adjustments to citizen needs were high, the project might have had some positive effects on discourse democracy, indicated by the inclusion of patients, professionals, and administrators, and by an open, creative dialog around the needs of patients and relatives.
GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATION PRACTICE
Based on and extending the preceding analysis, it is possible to offer some guidelines for how to evaluate programs and policies for their impact on democracy and civil society. There has been increasing attention in recent years to the notion of democratic evaluation and to evaluation as a tool for democracy. The preceding analysis suggests that in such discussion, evaluators should strive to be clear about what model of democracy they wish to serve:
• It is both possible and desirable for evaluators to examine policies and programs in terms of how they contribute to and enhance one or another model of civil society and one or another form of democracy. Other questions should of course be asked in evaluation, but this should not be ignored.
• The various notions of civil society and democracy are interrelated; one notion of civil society matches a certain notion of democracy. This implies that in some cases (e.g., local sustainable developmental programs), effects on civil society and democracy ought to be assessed jointly.
• In the policy (or program) discourse, problems and solutions are linked together, and prevailing notions of civil society and democracy are formed. Accordingly, the evaluator can, through discourse analysis (Fischer, 1995; Hanberger, 1999; Hanberger, Schild, & Hamilton, 2001; Hansen, 2000; Khakee, 2000) , identify what notions of civil society and democracy are adopted in the policy (or program) discourse.
• The implications of an actual public policy (or program) may be most closely related, not to one or the other distinct notion (ideal-type) of civil society or democracy, but instead to some mixed model.
•
The inclusion/exclusion of citizens needs and arguments can be observed in the policy process (in planning, implementation, and evaluation activities), indicating what kind of democracy is being promoted.
• The terms used for the target groups (e.g., consumer, citizen) may indicate what notion of civil society and democracy is being promoted.
• Analyzing policy (or program) goals, means, and target groups is informative about the preferred size of state and market.
• Policy (or program) documents, questionnaires, and stakeholder interviews are appropriate data sources/methods for this kind of assessment.
TAKING EVALUATION TO THE PEOPLE
Obviously the various approaches to democracy would call for different approaches for "taking evaluation to the people" and for how evaluation for democracy should be built. As noted previously, public policy (and program) evaluation, intentionally or unintentionally, generally reinforces the established democratic order or contributes to the shaping of a new one. In this section, the previous discussion on civil society and democracy is brought together in a brief consideration of how to take evaluation to the people.
For the purpose of discussing different ways of taking evaluation to the people, it is possible to distinguish between three broad evaluation approaches: the technocratic, the advocacy, and the mediating approach. [These broad approaches are elaborated from the three faces of policy analysis identified by Torgerson (1986) and are similar to the four generations of evaluation discussed by Guba & Lincoln (1989) ]. Each approach encompasses a variety of evaluation models. Table 5 shows the different ways in which the three evaluation approaches would take evaluation to the people. As indicated, the three approaches have different implications for civil society and democracy.
In the positivist or technocratic approach, evaluation is in essence scientific work that aims to keep facts and values apart and seek the truth. An expert-oriented evaluation approach will most likely promote a libertarian civil society and elitist or representative democracy. This approach to evaluation assumes that the value judgments are best met by decision makers. Evaluators are expected to provide decision makers with reliable "facts" and value-free accounts, and the main task is to assess the extent to which goals have been achieved. Thus, the technocratic approach to evaluation takes evaluation indirectly to the people; the evaluator serves politicians and bureaucrats directly and the people indirectly. It is first and foremost by reminding decision makers of citizens' (evaluation) needs and by facilitating the use of findings for the people (i.e., for consumers of public services) that evaluators could take evaluation to the people the technocratic way. For example, if too much attention is paid to economic and administrative issues, the evaluator should sound the alarm. This approach to evaluation may also have less obvious implications for the perception of the social world. The technocratic approach not only reinforces elite democracy, but also may reinforce the (mis)perception of science and evaluation as a value-free activity in society.
The advocacy approach to evaluation can be seen as a reaction to the positivist, technocratic approach. Central to this approach is the recognition that various interests are involved in public policy making and that facts and values cannot be separated. This way of taking evaluation to the people could be a tool for strengthening and empowering any group offered the assistance of advocacy evaluation. Accordingly, this approach to evaluation would most likely promote participatory democracy and a libertarian, communitarian, or feminist notion of civil society, depending on who is being empowered. The advocacy approach to evaluation implies serving the people in a direct way, with the evaluator in the role of an advocate or facilitator rather than an expert. An advocate serves the "client" to the extent that the client needs, whereas a facilitator educates and assists the client to become a skilful self-evaluator. However, this approach could promote a fragmented society. The communitarian civil society, which this approach to evaluation most likely enhances, gives precedence to a deprived group's or community's interest, rather than the broader multicultural society. (Other challenges also exist for this approach. The effects of "advocacy/empowerment evaluation" are difficult to anticipate and should not be exaggerated. The evaluator needs to discuss and clarify his or her responsibility regarding potential consequences and conflicts, as well as to prevent clients from unrealistic expectations. Empowerment processes may also cause ethical conflicts to the evaluator, if the client acts in ways inconsistent with the evaluator's democratic values.) Evaluators in the technocratic and advocacy approaches do not explicitly take account of different arguments unless asked to by their clients. But the mediating approach to evaluation implies that some kind of practical deliberation between stakeholders needs to take place in evaluation. This approach promotes a mediating civil society and discourse democracy. 5 The evaluator would have the role of counselor and/or mediator: inquiring, learning, and mediating together with various stakeholders, trying to describe the current situation in fair ways, taking account of critical arguments in the face of difference and conflict, and finding practical solutions to collective problems.
The mediating approach to evaluation implies taking account of citizens' interests both directly and indirectly. One obvious implication of this approach to evaluation is that evaluators need to create forums for deliberation in case none exist or if the existing meeting places cannot be used. Discourse evaluation requires openness, access to relevant information, and time for reflection and discussion.
Taking evaluation to the people this way also requires skills and competence to act as a mediator. Most evaluators are not trained to take a key role in deliberative processes, and they would need some kind of theoretical orientation and practical guidelines (Forester 1985a (Forester , 1985b Guba & Lincoln, 1989; House & Howe, 1999; Kemp, 1985) . According to Amanda Gregory (2000) , most participatory or "free-speech" evaluation approaches are based on naive assumptions about how stakeholders can arrive at consensus in discursive processes (cf., Austen-Smith, 1992; Austen-Smith & Riker, 1987; Greene, 2000; Henry, 2000; Przeworski, 1998) . This implies that the evaluator should be prepared to simultaneously work for creating forums for discourse and openness and be prepared to deal with power, rhetoric, and "distorted communication."
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CONCLUSIONS
Modern democracies are complex, comprising elements from different models of democracy and civil society. A specific policy or program may promote a certain "ideal" or a mixed model of democracy/civil society. The ideal-types (of democracy and civil society) and the practical guidelines discussed in this article are intended to help evaluators to assess the (mixed) implications of public policies and programs (for democracy and civil society). An alternative could be to use general or hybrid models of democracy and civil society and specify a set of criteria selected from the different theories. Using general/hybrid models would direct attention to how a policy or program affects different aspects or dimensions of democracy and civil society. I maintain that this would blur, or at least make it more difficult to see and assess, the direction in which democracy and civil society are moving.
Similarly, although most evaluators believe that evaluation should be used in support of democracy, this commitment is not unambiguous. The question is:
In support of what type of democracy? Evaluators need perhaps to make their own position on democracy explicit, because these assumptions will permeate the evaluation, particularly any recommendations. If a general model of democracy is used, conflicts between different forms of democracy and democratization are veiled, and an illusion is maintained that evaluators as a whole are participating in the same project of implementing "evaluation for democracy."
The fact that evaluators need to discuss how to take evaluation to the people implies that something is wrong with how democracy works today. Taking evaluation to the people, not only rhetorically but also in practice, is likely to challenge those in power, at least if those in power have distanced themselves from the people. Improving the technocratic approach to evaluation, one possible way of taking evaluation to the people must be linked to and part of the greater project of restoring legitimacy for elite democracy and enhancing a libertarian civil society. The advocacy and mediating approach to evaluation could be perceived as a threat to the technocratic approach as well as to elite democracy. However, more participatory evaluation approaches do not challenge democracy as regime, but rather illuminate the need for reforming elite democracy. As indicated in this article, all three models of democracy endorse elections (representative democracy) but differ regarding citizen's role and involvement in public affairs. Furthermore, the prospects for the three approaches to evaluation discussed here are related to, and depend on, the prospects for elite, participatory, and discourse democracy.
Unfortunately, few accounts and practical experiences from the advocacy and mediating approaches to evaluation can be found in the literature. Systematic studies on all three approaches (and others) would be informative for the future. In other words, evaluation researchers need to pay more attention to how the different forms of evaluation for democracy work in practice (in different contexts, at various levels of government, etc.).
I suggest that a mediating approach to evaluation provides a more promising way of taking evaluation to the people today. The legitimacy crisis, experienced in modern democracies, must be taken into consideration when searching for reasonable ways of taking evaluation to the people. A technocratic approach supports existing structures, and the gap between the people and the elite could not easily be changed from the top. An old elite, or indeed a new one, assisted by an expert evaluator, would often start off with a legitimacy deficit when implementing a policy or program. In this respect, the mediating approach to evaluation would be the best suited; this approach could help (de)legitimatize a policy or program by means of openness, discourse, and critical assessment. From a citizen perspective, not all public policies and programs are legitimate, and sometimes it is in the interest of the citizens to change or terminate a policy or program. As indicated, an advocacy approach to evaluation, if widely used, may lead to a fragmented society, and this approach would only partly resolve the legitimacy crisis.
To conclude, the three broad approaches to evaluation are supported by, and fuel, different forms of civil society and democracy. However, the effects of evaluation for democracy and civil society should not be exaggerated; an evaluation could only marginally contribute to reinforcing the established (democratic) order or contribute to the shaping of a new one. In searching for guiding principles for how evaluation for democracy should be built, as well as in assessing evaluation practice, we need to take into consideration the level of government, the civic community, legitimacy problems, the character of the policy or program, and how democracy works where evaluation is to be used.
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NOTES
1. The term civil society was first used during the Greco-Roman period referring to the political society, the "polis." The civilized or political society was distinguished from barbarian "society" (Carver, 2000; Ehrenberg, 1999; Taylor, 1997) . In the contract theories, civil society equally referred to everything beyond the domestic or private sphere (Pateman, 1997; Taylor, 1995) , and political society was still equated with the civil society during the Enlightenment (Sullivan, 1999) .
2. The 1970s and 1980s saw a renewed interest in civil society, this time connected to the crises in the Communist regimes in Eastern Europe. The dissidents saw civil society as "a parallel polis," an alternative sphere in which "a shadow public realm could be developed" (Sullivan, 1999, p. 36) . They used the term civil society polemically to provide a sharp contrast to the state controlled spheres. The importance of individual rights and the rule of law for making possible a plurality of free associations was stressed. The market economy was included in the Eastern European discourse of civil society, and no distinction was made between the market and free associations.
3. Ferdinand Tönnies' concept of "Gesellschaft" refers to a society in which individuals are alone and relations are interchangeable, in contrast to "Gemeinschaft," which refers to a natural, organic community to which individuals belong by blood or place (Tönnies, 1887) .
4. For practical implications of Habermas' notion of a strong public (civil) domain see, for example, Forester (1985a) and Kemp (1985) . 5. A feminist notion of civil society may also be compatible with this evaluation approach. Indeed, both the advocacy and the mediating approaches to evaluation allow for the inclusion of the household.
6. The mediating approach also illuminates a need for a new role in the public discourse. Naturally, evaluators could not be involved in all types of deliberative processes. Hence, the role of the mediator would eventually have to be turned over to the people.
